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OPINION 1095 

DESIGNATION UNDER THE PLENARY POWERS OF VENUS 
PENSYLVANICA LINNAEUS, 1758, AS TYPE-SPECIES 
OF LUCINA BRUGUIERE, 1797 (MOLLUSCA, BIVALVIA) 

RULING.- (1) Under the plenary powers all designations of 
type-species for the nominal genus Litcina Bruguiere, 1797, hitherto 
made are hereby set aside and the nominal species Venus 
pensylvanica Linnaeus, 1758, is hereby designated as type-species of 
that genus. 

(2) The generic name Lucina Bruguiere, 1797 (gender: 
feminine), type-species, by designation under the plenary powers in 
(1) above, Venus pensylvanica Linnaeus, 1758, is hereby placed on 
the Official List of Generic Names in Zoology with the Name 
Number 205 1. 

(3) The following specific names are hereby placed on the 
Official List of Specific Names in Zoology with the Name Numbers 
stated: 

(a) pensylvanica Linnaeus, 1758, as published in the 
binomen Venus pensylvanica (specific name of 
type-species of Lucina Bruguiere, 1797) (Name Number 
2618); 

(b) pectinata Gmelin, 1791, as published in the binomen 
Tellina pectinata (Name Number 2619). 

HISTORY OF THE CASE Z.N.(S.) 2001 

An application for resolution of the problem of the 
type-species of the important bivalve genus Lucina Bruguiere, 1797, 
was first received from Dr Myra Keen (Stanford University, 
California) and Dr R. Tucker Abbott (Delaware Museum of Natural 
History, Greenville, Delaware) on 5 April 1972. It was sent to the 
printer on 20 September 1972 and published on 30 November 1972 
in Bull zool. Norn. vol. 29: 158-161. Public notice of the possible 
use of the plenary powers in the case was given in the same part of 
the Bulletin as well as to the serials prescribed in the Constitution, 
to three malacological and two palaeontological serials. 

Dr Keen and Dr Abbott, in addition to requesting that 
Tellina pectinata Gmelin, 1791, be designated as type^species of 
Lucina, asked the Commission to ‘clarify the issue of whether the 
“original list” for a nominal genus that lacks nominal species 
comprises the first species referred to that genus as a genus, by a 
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later author ... or whether it must comprise those forms that are 
later explicitly identified in the literature as the species illustrated 
or otherwise indicated by the original author . . The Commission 
did not vote on this issue because, as the Secretary explained in 
later correspondence, under the Code it is the first alternative that 
applies. 

A counter-proposal - that Venus pensylvanica Linnaeus, 
1758, should be designated as the type-species of Lucina - was 
submitted by Dr Harald Rehder (U.S. National Museum, 
Washington, D.C.) and supported by Dr Sarah Bretsky (State 
University of New York, Stony Brook, N. Y.) and Dr Joseph C. 
Britton (Texas Christian University, Fort Worth, Texas) (Bull. vol. 
30: 70-75). Dr Keen’s reply was published at the same time (Bull. 
vol. 30: 75-76). Dr Lemche presented the two sets of proposals in a 
formal manner (Bull. vol. 31: 10). 

Dr Bretsky and Dr Britton supported their case with excerpts 
from their unpublished theses. The Secretary to the Commission 
felt that it would be wrong to publish these excerpts out of their 
full context and before the publication of the works of which they 
formed part. He also felt that the members of the Commission 
ought to have access to the published statements in question when 
they came to vote on the case. Dr Bretsky’s work appeared in 
October 1976 as vol. 8, No. 50, of Palaeontographica Americana, 
“Evolution and Classification of the Lucinidae”. Dr Britton wrote 
to say that his views coincided with those expressed by Dr Bretsky 
and that he preferred to delay publication of his work until after 
the Commission’s ruling had been promulgated. Dr Keen and Dr 
Britton were then invited to comment on the state of the case at 
that point in its development, and did so. 


DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

On 23 February 1977 the members of the Commission were 
invited to vote under the Three-Month Rule on Voting Paper 
(1977)4 either for Alternative A or for Alternative B as presented 
by Dr Lemche in Bull. zool. Nom. vol. 31: 10. The voting paper was 
accompanied by a xerox copy of the relevant passage from : 
247-249 of Dr Bretsky’s monograph (with her kind consent) and by 
the following communications from Dr Keen and Dr Abbott: 

Dr Keen: For most of my professional life I argued for the 
acceptance of Venus pensylvanica Linne as type of Lucina, and 
while the Treatise on Invertebrate Paleontology’ was in 
preparation, I tried hard to persuade Monsieur Chavan, who had 
been assigned the LUCINACEA, that this was the preferable type. I 
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also advised him that having pectinata as type would require a 
petition. He. however, was not open to persuasion. After the 
‘Treatise’ was published, Dr Abbott and 1 sent in the required 
petition, not because we were convinced that Chavan was right but 
only to have a decision made on an issue that had been 
controversial for some thirty-odd years. We took the position that 
now that the ‘Treatise’ was published, perhaps the fait accompli 
would cause less confusion than would a switch back to the usage 
of L. pensylvanica that many had been previously accepting. I could 
not argue the case for L. pectinata on any other grounds than 
nomenclatural stability and accepted usage, and I do not feel 
strongly enough about that to go into print further. 

Dr Abbott: My feeling is that, regardless of which is logically 
the type-species of Lucina , the overwhelming leading handbooks 
and treatises now use pectinata as the type-species. Myra Keen’s 
‘Seashells of tropical west America’, 2nd edition 1971, my 
‘American seashells’, 2nd edition 1974, and Moore’s ‘Treatise’ are 
all followed very closely by most students in malacology. Their 
influence is becoming deeply entrenched and for the sake of 
stability I would think that the use of pectinata as type of Lucina 
would be best. 

At the close of the voting period on 23 May 1977, the state 
of the voting was as follows: 

For Alternative A (the Keen-Abbott proposals) - five (5), 
received in the following order: Mroczkowski, Willink, Tortonese, 
Corliss, Habe 

For Alternative B (the Rehder-Bretsky-Britton proposals) - 
seventeen (17), received in the following order: Melville, Holthuis, 
Lemche. Eisenmann (conditional vote), Vokes, Alvarado, 
Rohdendorf, Heppell, Sabrosky, Kraus, Bayer, Brinck, Binder, 
Starobogatov, Ride, Nye, Cogger 

Abstention: Dupuis. 

A late vote for Alternative B was received from Dr Welch. No 
voting paper was returned by M. Bernardi. 

Dr Eisenmann voted for Alternative A, but said: “If a 
majority of the Commissioners favour pensylvanica and exercise of 
the plenary powers is needed, 1 would change my vote to ensure a 
binding decision. All the malacologists agree that a definite 
decision, even by fiat, is much needed”. As will be seen, the 
addition of Dr Eisenmann’s vote to either side does not affect the 
outcome of the case, but as all the malacological members of the 
Commission except Professor Habe voted for Alternative B, Dr 
Eisenmann’s vote has been added to that total. 

The following comments were sent in by members of the 
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Commission with their voting papers: 

Starobogatov: This case is the same as with Sphaerium 
Bruguiere, 1797, established without included nominal species, but 
Lamarck’s citation is regarded as an ‘example’ in the case of Lucina. 

Dupuis: Je ne vote ni pour l’une ni pour l’autre des 
propositions, car je crois, avec les nombreux auteurs classiques 
(Fischer, Thiele) cites in Bull. zool. Nom. vol. 30: 72,73; Bretsky, 
1976: 248) que le type de Lucina Brug. pourrait etre edentula L. 
par designation de Lamarck. 

Le Code dit bien que ‘mention of a species as an example of a 
genus does not constitute a type-designation’ (Article 67c(i)) mais, 
a l’epoque qui nous interesse et ou Lamarck a elabore la notion de 
type (explicitee ensuite par Daudin et Latreille), les ‘exemples’ de 
cet auteur etaient precisement voulus comme des ‘types’. II est faux 
de croire que ce soit seulement pour ‘illustrate the characters of 
each genus’ (Bretsky, loc. cit.) que Lamarck cite ‘une espece 
connue, ou tres rarement plusieurs’; c’est, en realite, ‘pour faire 
connaftre d’une maniere certaine les genres dont [iljdonne ... les 
caracteres’ (Syst. Anim. s. Vert., 1801, VIII, ital. C,D). Pour 
Lamarck, les caracteres ne suffisent pas a faire connaftre un genre 
d’une maniere certaine: il faut citer une espece. Qu’est-ce la sinon le 
concept de type oppose a celui de diagnose? Ce concept, dans 
l’entourage de Lamarck, etait deja parfaitement compris en 1799. 
On lit, dans une annonce pour les Fossiles de Grignon, dans le 
Journal de Physique vol. 49, vendem. an 8 = sept-oct. 1799: 
310-311): ‘chaque genre sera precede d’un exemple d’une coquille 
vivante qui, lui servant de type,. . .’. Par consequent, on ne peut pas 
simplement juger d’apres les mots du Code, il faut surtout juger en 
connaisseur de la vieille zoologie et pour moi les exemples de 
Lamarck sont des types, d’oii mon rejet des autres propositions. 

J’ajoute que l’histoire de la notion de type de genre n’a 
jamais ete correctement ecrit. 


ORIGINAL REFERENCES 

The following are the original references for names added to 
Official Lists by the ruling given in the present Opinion: 

Lucina Bruguiere, \191,Encyclopedic methodique,Histoire naturelle 
des vers . . . coquilles, mollusques et polypiers , pis. 284-286 
pectinata, Tellina , Gmelin, 1791, Syst. Nat. ed. 13, vol. 1: 3236 
pensylvanica, Verms, Linnaeus, 1758,Syst. Nat. ed. 10, vol. 1:688. 
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CERTIFICATE 

1 certify that the votes cast on V.P. (77)4 were cast as set out 
above, that the proposal offered as Alternative B in that voting 
paper has been duly adopted under the plenary powers, and that 
the decision so taken, being the decision of the International 
Commission on Zoological Nomenclature, is truly recorded in the 
present Opinion No. 1095. 


R.V. MELVILLE 
Secretary 

International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature 

London 
27 July 1977 




